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variables tha^ correlate hiahiv with success in 
obtaining 1 978 .external fundino fnr research among the 338 member 
institutions of the ?.merican Asccciation of State Colleges and 

O'" iversities fRASCni were studied. Tt was found that AASCU 

ins*: t'-ut ions that have been successful in obtaining outsids funds for 
rei^aarch purposes do tend to place more emphasis^ in both policy and 
resource ^.llocation^ on afaduate teaching, and intarnally and _ _ 
externallv-f unded research^ Measures of size faculty and student 
Hodv^ as well as doctoral work in several disciplines, wera found to 
correlate sianif lean tly with arants at A ASeo institutions. The best 
si nale_ predictor of success in 19''B was success four years earlier, 
w^th *-he existence of a arants edmiristration office, dollar amount 
of arants four years .earlier, and existence of an engineering 
doctorate also si anif icantlv. cbntribut ina_to Dredlctability, It is 
concluded *:h?t AASCQ institu+'ibns successful at obtaining 
externally- funded research money ^-ended to have certain things in 
common: n^st success in obtainiT^g Qran*:s: empoasis on graduate and . 
D'irt 1 "ul arl V doctoral work: laraer student bodies ahd_ faculties: and 
embr.c. Is on_research and Dublicatior for promotiOLi and tenure 
purposes. fSWi 
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Abstract 

A summary of a survey concerning .external funding for research of 
the 338 member institutions of the ^mp^ican Association of State Colleges 
and Universities (AASCU) is presented. Results indicate that AASCU 
institutions which have been successful in obtaining outside funds for 
research purposes do tend to place more emphasis., in both a policy serisa 
and a resource allocation sense, on graduate teaching and internally and 
externally-f Unded research. Such information could prove to be useful 
to AASCU or similar institutions examining policies aimed at increasing 
the amount of external funding for research. 



Predictors of Oucside Funding for Research 
Aiaong A.ASCU Institutions 

Introduct ion 

In the difficait economic environment of the i980's many coiieges and 
universities are attempting to increase the amount of research funds att:racf:ed 
from external resources. Among these are members of the American Association 
of State Colleges and Universities (AASCU) , a group of state-assisted colleges 
and universities whose past missions have not normally included externally- 
funded research as a high priority. As these institutions have . matured , 
however, more of them have attempted to increase the ambUnt of rese:irch under- 
taken by faculty and staff with the support of federal arid other outside 
agencies. The following describes the variables which are cbminbri to thbse 
institutions wliich have been relatively successful in obtaining e::ternal 
funding, for research. 

Back gro und 

Over ten years ago Dunham (1969) wrote Coiieges of the Forgotten ^\mericans 
under the auspices of the then Carnegie Commission on Higher Education. This 
wbrk focused bri the AASCU institutions, which at that time were viewed as that 
segmerit of higher educaltibri catering to the "forgotten" American majority of 
students. During the period bf rapid grbwth of enrollments of the 1960's, the 
AASCU institutions began tb emerge from their teachers' college and technical 
institute beginnings into cbInpreherisi^7e colleges arid universities in the 
classical manner described by Jencks arid Riesmari (1969). Since Dunham's work 



-2- 



appeared, little has been said collectiveiy about these institutions of higher 
education existing today in an environment quite different from that described 
by him at that time. 

In the late 1960's and early 1970' s theiriB was much speculation as to what 
direction the AASCU institutions would take as they grew in enrollments, became 
more academically comprehensive, and Urew their student's and faculty from a 
broader geographic arid social range than in the past, According tc the J*=»ucks 
and Riesman thesis, they could have been expected to attempt to emulate the 
large, research-oriented universities by hiring faculty from the most prestigious 
universities whenever possible and encouraging these facuJ.ty to undei "ake 
scholarly research, incli'ding externally-funded research. There are aata which 
suggest that the AASCU institutions as a whole hired more faculty from research- 
oriented doctoral programs in the 1970^3 than previousiy (Maffo and Robinson, 
i98i), bnt there is also evidence that many such faculty have been frustrated 
in attempting to do campus-based research, whether internally or externally 
funded (Darknell, 1981). The latter study suggests that faculty from prestigious 
universities do not, by themselves alone, guarantee a successful research 
program at a college or university. 

Only a few studies have attempted to deal with the issue of which iris titut ibrial 
variables do seem to be related to ability to obtain extp.rnally-f unded research 
dollars, and these have been focused ori the fifty or so universities which 
account for the vast majority of all such funds. Ellyson and Krueger (1980), 
for instance, found number of doctoral degrees granted and internally-f unded 
research to be highly correlated with amount of federal research dollars received 
at 66 leading universities. Limitations of the Ellyson and Krueger r.tudy include 
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its restricted focus bri the most successful universities in bbcaining federal 
research funds and itis use of only a few predictor variables (i.e.^ internal 
research funds, degrees awarded by level, and student headcount by level). 
There appears to be a gap in the literature concerning studies on externally- 
funded research success which are more broaiJ.y based in terms of both 
institution and predictor variables- 

Methodology and Data Sources 

Data for the study consisted of usable responses .to a set of questions 
from 212 of 338 member AASCU institutions in the Fall of 1979 concerning 
institutional demographics and emphasis on research. A telephone folldw-up 
of nbn-respbhdeht ihst itut ibris found them tb be generally disinterested in 
obtaining external funds fbr research purposes; they ."ypirally describe 
themselves as being teaching institutions only. :\ Ji^t of the variables gathered 
by the questionnaire can be seen in Table 1. 

One difficulty with the data as they u-^re gathered via the questionnaire 
is that many of them were categorical as opposed to actu<al. In other words 
undergraduate student enrollment, as an example, was collected as to broad 
categories rather than gathering the actual enrollment figures th^imselves. 
Gonsaquently the categorical data had to be converted into dummy variable form; 
undergraduate enrollment of under 5,066 was coded as a zero and that 5,000 
and above was coded as a one for instance. in the .absence of a more compelling 
logic, decisions on break points for the dummy variables were based on the mean 
responses tb particular questions, thus yielding a reasonable number of dnmmv 
variables for each response. 



TABLE 1 
(about here;) 



Since the purpose of the study was to cletiBriiiirie which variabJ_es correlate 
highly with success in obtaining external furidirig, the two most recent measures 
of funding success, i.e., number of grants in 1978 and amount of grants in 1978, 
weve designated as the dependent variables, while all other institutional 
characteristics were considered independent. Simple correlations were computed 
to determine the strength of the relationships between funding success and the 
other variables. Multiple correiatton was ntiiized to determine which few 
variables most frequently coexist with funding success, as weii as how well that 
success can be predicted from the knowledge of the other vatxabies preseii-. 

Results 

Table 2 shows the significant correlations betweer. one measure of success in 
obtaining external research furids, i.e.. the number of gt^nts awarded in 1978. 
and the other ins t:. tutibndl charactisr^* ^ ::ics . Measures cf sizie of faculty and 
student body, as we-.l as doctoral work, in several disciplines, were found to 

V 

correlate significantly,^ with grants at AASCU institdti ohs , just as they have been 
found to do so at the high prestige, research universities studied by others. 
Additional, more controllable, factors such as emphasis on research arid ruhlication 
availability of internal grants, and resources allocated to grants administration 
and external liaison were also found to be significant in relation to grant success 
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(about here) 



Multiple regression was utilized to determine which few variables best 
predict success in the grants area. As can be seen in Table 2^ the best single 
predictor of success in 1978 was success four years earlier, with the existence 
of a grants administration of rice, dollar amount of grants four years earlier, 
and existence of an engineering doctorate also adding significantly to the 
prediction equation: 6f the toizal 'variation of number of grants among the 90 
ins titutioi.s for which data were available on the dependent variable and all 
of the independent variables, 87% was explained by only four variables. 

The logic of predicting funding success in 1978 based upon. funding success 
in 1974 appears quite reasonable, but it may also preclude other important 
variables from the prediction equation^ e.g., those which correlaL,_ highly 
with success in 1974. Consequently multiple regression was utilized in 
building a prediction equation for a second time without including the two 
measures of funding success in 1974. The results can be seen in 1 ie 3. 
When the other two variables are removed, the number of internal grants in 1974 
becom. ^ the best predictor of funding success, with the existence cf a grants 
administration office and offering of the education doctorate also adding 
significantly to the prediction equation. Only 372 of the variance in the 
number of grants is predicted however. 



TABLE 3 
(abotM "ore) 
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The amoant of grsrcg in thousands of dollars, like the number of grants, 
was found to be si:^i:i f icantly cdrrelatied with derridgraphic variables such as 
size of institution and raetrbpolitari area, as well as the existence of doctoral 
in certain disciplines. The more controlable factors such as emphasis on 
research and internal resources allocated to research likewise showed a 
relationship with amount of funding, as can be seen in Table 4. The prediction 
equation found success in 1974 to again be the best predictor of success in 1978, 
but other variables such as doctorates in :;s and sciences, engineering, and 
education, as well as amount of internal grancs and importance placed on the 
„ need ^or funding the research of assistant professors, were also ^ound to add 
significantly to the prediction equaticn. Inclusion of these variables allows 
the pr'^diction of 84% of the variation in funding amounts: 



TABLE 4 
(about here) 

Removing the measures of funding success in 1974 yields the significant 
predictors identified in Table 5. Both number and amounts of internat grants 
iv i974 are the strongest predictors of funding success, while size of the 
mecropoll ran ^rea and the existence o-^ a doctoral program in education add 
significant . Only 34^ of the variance in funding dollars is predicted by 
these vari:u:Ies However. 



TABLE_ 5 
(about here) 




Discussion 

The limitations to the study revolve around those of the data sources 
and methodology. In addition to the usual problems of response bias and errors 
in filling bur questibririaires arid the incomplete nature of niany of them, morr 
thari a few bf the data elements were gathered iri a categorical fbrmat which 
corld limit their power to correlate and p>redict. The use bf statistical 
techniques such as sir.ple correlation and multiple regression also have their 
limitations, the most basic of which is that no cause^eifect relationship can 
be assamec to exist. The correlation of many of the indep'3ndent variables with 
each is a farther corapiication, aithoagh not an overwhelm. one. 

I^iat the data do show, despite th«se limitations, i; that the AASCU 
institutions successful at obtj-aining externally funded research money do tend 
to have certain things in common; past success in obtrining grants; emphasis 
on graduate, particularly doctdrdil work; larger student bodies and facnities; 
ur^ai; enf irbnmerit s ; iritei lal grant programs; grants and administratiion Dffices; 
aii'-^ emphasis on reseaich arid publicatibri for promotion and tenure purposes. 
Obviously institutions attemptirig tb iricrease the amount bf externally^f unded 
research cannot change variables such as past success arid the populatidri in 
their metropolitan area; rao5t are restricted as tb tbtal '^rirbl Irnerits arid graduate 
programs as well. Many of the other factors, however, are coritrollabTc at the 
institutional level. 

The results of this study suggest that those AASCU member institutions 
seriously considering an increased research effort can make decisions which 
increase the probabiiity of success. Emphasizing research and publication in 
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prbiribtidn and tenure decisions is perhaps the easiest to implement, but to do 
so in the absence of support for these activities may be unfair and even 
counterproductive. The initiation of an internal grants program, wliereby facaity 
apply for institutional funds for specific projects, can provide seed funds for 
outside grants as well as provide experience, la grantsmanship . An office 
devoted exclusively to the pursuit of externally~f undisd research could be ail 
added stiiiiUlUs. Resource alldcatiori decisions such as these provide support 
for research while al,sd publicly dembristratirig that the iristitutidri is serious 
• about such a comiuitment. 

Besides demonstrating how ah insticutibn might pursue more extarrially- 
funded research, the data gathering portion of the study also pointed up the 
fact that many AASCD ii :itutions are not seriously interested in pursuing such 
funds. V/hether statements were made directly or indirectly through policy and 
resource ailocntion questions, the fact is that many AASCU members do not 
see themselves to be emulating the major research universities as was feared 
by Dunham (1969)^ This finding sttppor ts . the position of Baidridge, Curtis, 
Eclcer, arid Riley (1977) that Ainisricari higher education is becomir^ more diverse 
rather than more hbmogeriebus. It also raises the. issue, hdveve^-, of possible 
frustration experienced by MSCIi faculty trairied at this mdre research-oriented 
universities who are now cut off from pursuirig research. 

Cbriclusibh 

This study used demographic and policy data gathered in 1979 from a sample 
of member institutions of the American Association of State Colleges ; 
Universities (AASCU) to detjemine if relationships exist between these . iables 
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and success at obtaining externaiiy-fnnded research grants; it was fonnd that 
success in gaining grants is significantly correlated with factors such as past 
success, emphasis on doctoral study, size of student body and faculty, urban 
environment, existence of an internal grants prdgram and grants administration 
office, and emphasis on research arid publicatidri for prdmdtidri arid teriure purposes. 
Despite the fact that no r.ause-arid-ef f ect relatidriship cari be posited between 
these variables and exterrial fundirig success, there ddes appear to be a set 
criteria common to the more successful institutions. The demographic variables 
are basically outside of control by institutional decision-makers, but internal 
policy and resource allocation decisions may well help to increase the number 
and dollar amounts of axternally-f unded research grants. 
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TABLE 1 



Institutionai Variables 
of AitSeU institutions 

Degree levels by academic field* 
Number of undergraduates, 1974 and 1978* 
Number of graduate students, 1974 arid 1978^^ 
Percent of students from out-of-state 

State limitations on out-of-state students* ' 
State itraitation on institutionai enrollment* 

»-— - - - iK 

Existence of enabling legislation in the state 
Existence of collective bargainirig at the irstitution* 
Number of assistant professors, 1974 and 1978* 
Number of other faculty, 1974 arid 1978* 
Number of research grants, i974 and i978 
Anount of research grants, 1974 and 1978 

Percentage of grants heid by assistant professors, i9/'' and 1978 
Number of graduate students supported from external fun, 

Perceived importance of increased external funding for assistant professors 

Federal and state mailing lists* 

Research publication subscriptions* 

Existence of grants administration staff* 

Existence of exterrial liaison for research purposes 

Reception of research information from institutional associations* 

Perceived rieed for research irifbrmatibri from assbciatibris* 

Avai^abiiity of internal grants* 

Number of internal grants, 1974 arid 1978 

Amount of internal grants, 1974 and i978 

Percentage of internal grants held by assistant professors, 1974 and 1978 
Tenure weight given to: research funding* 

scholarly publications'^ 

teachirig effectiveness* 

service* 

Three major currerit prbblems facing the iristitutibri 



Duiiiiny variables 



TABLE 2 



Relationships Betwieen Number of Grants in 1978 and 
Sigilif icanuly Correlated Institutional Charac t(Si"ist ics 
(1974 Grant Data Included) 



Variable 



Simple Correlation Beta Weight^ 



Arts and sciences doctorate 
Business doctorate 
Engineering doctorate 
Education doctorate 
Metropolitan area over 100,000 
Over 5»006 undergraduates in 1978 
Over 5,000 undergraduates in 1974 
Over 75 assistant professors in 1978 
Over 75 assistant professors in 1974 
Over 100 other faculty in 1973 
Over 100 other faculty in 1974 
Number of grants in 1974 

Amount of grants in 1974 

Funding for assistant profs, important 

Grants administration office 

External liaison 

Internal grants available 

Number of internal grants in 1978 

Amount of internal grants in 1978 

Number of internal grants in 1974 

Amount of internal grants in 1974 

PublicatiiDris emphasized for tenure 

Intercept 



202 
202 
202 
202 
202 
262 
202 
202 
202 
202 
184 
171 

173 
202 
198 
197 
197 
134 
141 
113 
124 
202 



; 42** 

.17* 

.27** 

.46** 

.24** 

.45** 

.45** 

. 44** 

.42** 

; 46** 

. 51** 

.89** 

.75** 
.29** 
.48** 
.19** 
.35** 
.45** 
.44** 
-.51** 
.43** 
;29** 



-7-45 (4) 



99 (1) 
■01 (3) 

94 (2) 



40 



*p <-.05 
**p <.01 

^/r^ = .87; ri = 90; number in parenthisses is 
entered the prediction equation 



order in which variables 



RelatibhsHips Between Number of Grants in 1978 and 



Significantly Correlated institutional Characteristics 



(1974 Grant Data 


Excluded) 








Variable 


n 


Simple Correlation 


Beta 


Weight^' 


Arts and sciences doctorate 


202 


. 42** 






Business doctorate 


202 


. 17* 






Engineering doctiD^ate 


202 


^27** 






Education -doctorate 


202 


. 46** 


16 


.24 (3) 


Metropolitan area over 100,000 


202 


. 24** 






Over 5,000 undergraduates in 1978 


202 


.45** 






Over 5,000 undergraduates in 1974 


202 


.45** 






Over 75 assistant professors in 1978 


202 


• 44** 






Over 75 assistant professors in 1974 


202 


^ 1^ 2 * * 






Over 100 other faculty in 1978 


202 


. 4 6** 






Over 100 other faculty in 1974 


184 


• 5 1 * * 






Funding for Assistant profs, important 


202 


, 29** 






Grants administration office 


198 


. 48** 


1 / 


C O / \ 

.58 (2) 




197 


. 19** 






internal grants available 


197 


:35** 






Number of internal grants in 1978 


134 


.45** 






Amount of internal grants in 1978 


141 


• 44** 






Number of internal grants in 1974 


113 


.51** 




.38 (1) 


Amount of internal grantis in 1974 


124 


.43** 






Publications emphasized for tenure 


202 


.29** 






Intercept 






2. 


,07 



*p C05 
**p <.01 

"^r2 = .37; ri = 97; number in parentheses is order in which variables entered 
the prediction equation 
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TABLE 4 



Relationships Between Amount of Grants in 1978 in Thousands of Dollnrs 
Significantly Correlated Ihstitutibhal Characteristics 
(1974 Grant Data Included) 



Variable 




n 


o iinp ±c L-orreiation 


Beta Weig 




Arts and sciences doctorate 




212 


.37** 


-423 


. 74 


(4) 


Business doctorate 




212 


. 24** 








Engineering doctorate 




212 


.17^- 


-383 


.83 


(6) 


Education doctorate 




212 


.41** 


871 


. 86 


(2) 


Metropolitan area over 100, DOD 


212 


.26** 








Over 5,000 Undergraduates in 


1978 


212 


.33** 








Over 5,000 undergraduates in 


i974 


212 


. 34** 








Over 3,000 graduate students 


in 1978 


212 


.17* 








Over 75 assistant professors 


in 1978 


212 


.37** 








Over 75 assistant profesiiors 


in 1974 


212 


.33** 








Over 100 other faculty in 1978 


212 


.38** 








Over 100 other faculty in 1974 


193 


. 40** 








Number of grants in 1974 




172 


.77** 








Amount of grants in 1974 




187 


.80** 


i. 


52 


(i) 


Funding for assistant profs. 


important 


212 


• . 25** 


251. 


97 


(5) 


Grants administration office 




208 


-.40** 








Internal grants available 




207 


.25*^ 








Number of internal grants in 


1978 


138 


. 35** 








Amount of internal grants in 


1978 


149 


.34** 








Number of internal grants in 


1974 


116 


.52*^ 








Amount of internal grants in 


1974 


130 


.46** 


2. 


44 


(3) 


Publications emphasized for tenure 


212 


.28** 








Intercept 








-114. 


35 





*p <.05 
**p <. 01 

^R^ = .34; n = 90; number in parentheses is order in which variables 
entered the prediction equation 



TABLE 5 

Relationships Between Ainourit of Grants in 1978 . in Thousands of Dollars 
arid Significantly Correlated Institutional Characteristics 

{1974 Grant Data Excluded) 



Variable 



Arts and sciences doctorate 

Business doctorate 

Ligineering doctorate 

Education ddctcrate 

Metropolitan area over 100,066 

Over 5,000 undergraduates in 1978 

Over 5, bob andergradnat es in 1974 

Over 3,000 graduate students in 1978 

Over 75 assistant professors in 197^^ 

Over 75 assistant professors in 1974 

Over 100 other faculty in 1978 

Over 106 other faculty in 1974 

Funding for assistant profs. important 

Grants administration office 

Internal grants available 

Nuniber of internal grants in 197«3 

Amount of internal grants in 197S 

Nurnber of internal grants in 1974 

Amount of internal grants in 1974 

Publications emphasized for tenure 

Intercept 



n 


Simple Correlation 


Beta Weight^ 




212 


.37** 




212 


. 24** 




212 


.17* 




212 


.41** 


468.16 (4) 


212 


26** 


408.52 (2) 


212 


.33** 




212 


.34** 






.17** 




212 


.37** 




LLC 






212 


.38** 




193 


. 40** 




212 


.25** 




208 


.40** 




207 


.25** 




138 


.35** 




149 


.34** 




116 


.52** 


15-45 (1) 


130 


.46** 


3.75 (3) 


212 


.28** 





*p .05 

*--'p . 01 

ihi - - — 

R"^ = .34; ri = 100; number in parentheses in order in which variables 

entered the prediction equation 



120.48 



